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The purpose of this study was to determine i f there is a relationshi p 
between student ratings of university instruct ors and i ns t ruc t or s ' self-
concept and self-actualization. During the academic year 1970-71, students 
rated faculty members teaching undergradua te courses from the "Illinois 
Course Evaluati on Questionnaire", Instr uctors rated high or in the top 
three deciles were def in ed in this study as "good" or "effective" teachers , 
and those rated low or in the lower three deciles were def in ed as "poor" 
or "ineffective" instructors. Sixty-eight percent or 118 of the instruc -
tors in these categories submitted to two psychological tests--the " In dex 
of Adjustment and Values" and the "Personal Orie ntation Inventory". These 
instruments were used to investigate the self-concept and self-actualiza-
ti on of university instructors. 
From the IAV two main areas were considered or investigated--the self-
acceptance and discrepancy between the real and idea l self. Analysis of 
variance scores showed that there was no difference between mean scores 
of good and poor instructors in relation to how they accepted themselves 
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and how they viewed their real self in relation to their ideal self. Both 
groups showed congruency and a positive view of self. 
When good and poor instructors were compared by an analysis of vari-
ence as to their self-actualization, again, there was generally no differ-
ence between the means. However, on three subscales (of twelv e) the groups 
differed significantly (.02-.05). Good instructors scored higher in Self-
Actualizing Value, Spontaneity, and Self Regard, or it might be said they 
are more self-willed, self-expressive, self-assertive, open, honest, and 
cogni zan t of their strengths and capabilities. Generally, poor instruc-
tors are just as self-actualizing (releasing of full capabilities and 
potentialities) as good instructors. 
Other data which showed significant distinction between good and 
poor instructors was the descriptive data. This data showed that college 
affi l iation and number of years of teaching seem unrelated to teacher 
effectiveness. However, sex, age, highest degree earned, rank , and 
years of formal education did make a difference in this study. Those 
instructor s rated high by students were also those who were mostly female 
in sex, younger in age (average of 39 years), who had received a master 's 
degree with an average of seven years of university education and a pro-
fessional rank lower than a professor. Those instructors rated low by 
students were als o those who were mostly male in sex, older in age 
(average of 46 years), who had a doctorate degree, eight years of univer-
sity education, and a professional rank of professor. 
From this study of university instructors rated high and low by 
students, and from the limited psychological testing, the following may 
be concluded: (1), When male university instructors terminate their 
formal education by a doctorate and arrive at the ran k of professor 
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students perceive them to be less effective as teachers. (2), How a 
university instructor feels about himself, how congruent his real and 
ideal self are, and how well he accepts himself may not be related to his 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness. University instructors whether good or 
poor essentially view themselves the same. (3), How well a university 
instructor is actualizing his potentialities or has satisfied basic needs 
of safety, belongingness, love and self-esteem, may not be related to his 
effectiveness or ineffectiveness as a teacher. (4), University instruc-
tors appear to be more effective if they hold self-actualization values, 
are more spontaneous and possess a good self-regard; or in other words, 
they are more self-willed, self-expressive, self-assertive, honest, and 
cognizant of their strengths and capabilities. (5), Since good and poor 
instructors showed significant differences in the descriptive data but 
none in the self-concept inventory and only limited differences in the 
self-actualization inventory, then the use of the IAV and POI for univer-
sity instructors is questioned because of their failure, generally, to 
differentiate. 
From the above summary and conclusions the following recommendations 
are made: (1), Coad instructors in this study could be investigated fur-
ther to determine what they do specifically as teachers, in order to be 
rated high by students. (2), Further study needs to be conducted to 
determine more precisely if self-actualization is related to effective 
university teaching. 
(88 pages) 
CHAPl ER I 
NATURE AND BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY 
•• , if the teacher would effectively fu lfill his role as a 
teacher, he must constantly grow in gre atness as a person. In 
deepest essence, a teacher can be no greater as a teacher than he 
is as a person. (Pullias and Lockhart, 1963, p. 44) 
Background Information 
Since 1891 , numerous research studies have been conducted in order 
to identify "effe ctive" teachers or to identify some consistent criteria 
that would measure "good" teachers. In attempts to identify criteria 
for teacher effectiveness many approaches have been tried and re-tried. 
Some studies have been based on "product criteria " or student gains, 
others on "process" or situational criteria, and much research has been 
done on the personali ty traits and/or behavior of teachers, 
What are the findings and conclusions of these voluminous studies? 
The following are typical: 
More than a half-c entury of research effort has not yielded 
meaningful, measurable criteria around which the majority of the 
nation's educators can rally. No standards exist which are commonly 
agreed upon as the criteria of teacher effectiveness, (Mitzel, 1960, 
p, 1481) 
The notion of the "good teacher" so basic to 
effectiveness turns out to be almost as vague and 
range of human experiences relative to teaching. 
and Webb, 1961, p. 37) 
study of teacher 
diffuse as the 
(Ellena, Stevenson 
And yet, with all this research activity, results have been 
modest and often contradictory. Few, if any facts are now deemed 
established about teacher effectiveness, and many former "findings" 
have been repudiated. (Biddle and Ellena, 1964, p, vi) 
It seems evident that, even with hundreds of studies involving thousands 
of teachers, objective criteria for judging teacher effectiveness have 
not been consistent. 
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Although "little is presently known for certain about teacher excel-
lence" (Biddle and Ellena, 1964, p. 4), this does not diminish the import-
ance of continued research, nor does it mean that researchers should give 
up in the hope of finding criteria to predict teacher effectiveness. 
Barr et al. (1961, p. 147), after summarizing seventy-five doctoral 
studies, suggested that more research is "needed to clear up many unre-
solved problems relative to the measure and prediction of teacher effective-
ness ••• " Biddle and Ellena have also noted: 
The problem is not an idle one. The domestic science and world 
outlook both clearly demonstrate the urgent need for more and better 
education for all men. Of all societies, the free one depends most 
heavily on quality education for the fulfillment of its destiny. 
Thus, the teacher and the quality of his teaching are of paramount 
importance. (Biddle and Ellena, 1964, p. v) 
The importance of determining some criteria from which to measure 
teacher effectiveness has increased, but what new approach or avenue of 
thought might a researcher take in order to attempt to establish objec-
tive criteria? Most research pertaining to the identification of teacher 
effectiveness has been conducted in what seems to be an "ad hoc" manner; 
that is, research instruments have been developed and character traits 
have been evaluated without the understructure of a particular theoretical 
frame of reference (Getzels and Jackson, 1963, p. 575-576). Ellena, 
Stevenson and Webb ( 1961, p. 31) have also noted that, "the older st rat-
egies ••• clearly involved no systematic theory, and unfortunately, 
yielded virtually little useful information." The atheoretical approach 
may have been a basic reason why no criteria of effectiveness have been 
established; therefore, any further research needs to be based upon a 
definite theoretical structure. 
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Some recent research has attempted to attack the general problem of 
defining teacher traits that might be related to effectiveness from the 
theoretical reference of "self" or "third-fores" psychology. Self psy-
chology has become prominent because of the works of such men as Allport 
(1937, 1955, 1961), Maslow (1954, 1962), Rogers (1951, 1961), Lecky (1945), 
Jersild (1952, 1955), and Combs and Snygg (1949), This approach advocates 
that each person is a "unique" individual, and that one operates according 
to his self concept or perception. Behavior is in accordance with one's 
perception of himself and the world in which he lives (Combs and Snygg, 
1949; Combs, 1965, p. 6-17) , 
This approach using the "self as instrument," or an approach based on 
what an individual is from "within" has shown some promise in defining 
criteria for effectiveness, Recently, under the direction of Arthur Combs, 
studies by Cooding (1964) and Usher (1966) have demonstrated that adminis-
trative and student ratings of teachers are related to, or consistent with, 
an observed perceptual structure. For example, those teachers who rated 
high with administrators and students had (1) accurate perceptions about 
what people are like, (2) perceptions of self leading to adequacy, and 
(3) accurate perceptions about the purpose and process of learning (Combs, 
1965, p, 20). Other studies by Shafer (1962), Walker (1967), and Coad 
(1968) have also shown a positive relationship between supervisory per-
ceptions of prospective teachers and the teacher's self concept. 
Statement of the Problem 
Some research, then, has begun to support the idea that a criteria 
for evaluating teachers may be developed from the theoretical structure 
of "self" psychology. It may be possible to begin to measure teacher 
effectiveness by criteria of the nature of the "self", but evidence is 
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insufficient at the present to be definitely positive. The problem, then, 
is that there is a lack of research investigating the relationship between 
ratings of teachers and the teacher's self-structure. More specifically, 
is there a relationship between student ratings of university faculty mem-
bers and faculty member's self-concept and self-actualization? 
Limitations and Definitions 
This study does not propose to establish definite objective criteria 
from which "effective" teaching may be defined. It merely investigates 
teacher "effectiveness" as defined by student ratings, in relation to how 
a teacher perceives himself as a person. 
This study, then, is limited to: (1) student ratings of university 
faculty members as to their "effectiveness" in undergraduate classes. 
(Effectiveness in this study is limited to or defined as how college stu-
dents perceive "good" teaching.) (2) the self-concept of university 
faculty members. (Self-concept is limited to or defined as the congruency 
of the "real" self and the "ideal" self and the acceptance of self.) And 
(3) the self-actualization of university faculty members. (Self-actuali-
zation is defined as the full use and exploitation of one's potentialities, 
capabilities or talents.) 
CHAPTER I I 
RELATED RESEARCH 
Past Studies ..9.f. Teacher Effectiveness 
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Before reviewing current research concerning the self concept and 
teacher ratings, a further analysis of "older strategies" needs reviewing. 
Although the many atheoretical studies have not produced adequate criteria 
of teacher effectiveness, they are not without worth. The knowledge of 
what does not generally apply may in some respects, be as important as 
what does. 
Mitzel (1960), in reviewing past research, has organized teacher 
evaluation measures into three categories: Product Criteria, Process 
Criteria, and Presage Criteria, Product Criteria involve student gains , 
results, or student changes in behavior. Criteria to measure this area 
will no doubt be investigated further because the technological world, 
in which we live, evaluates effectiveness by result or product, Howsam 
(1963, p. 15) says that the "result" criterion for judging teacher effect -
iveness is "ultimate," and the only defensible criterion. The approach 
of pupil gain as a criterion of teacher effectiveness, though, has its 
difficulties (Barr et al., 1961, p . 8). Fattu (1963, p. 25) has noted 
two reasons why studies in this area have produced no consistent criteria : 
(1) the difficulty of measuring pupil growth, and (2) the difficulty of 
determining precisely how much change can be attributed to a particular 
teacher . 
However, much work has been done lately by Flanders (1964) in eval-
uating tea cher verbal influence on stu de nt achievement. His study showed 
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that s tud ent achievement increased when teachers encouraged student 
initiative and provided freedom of participation. Flanders' studies 
show some possibility, especially in training teachers over a long period 
of time. 
Process Criteria are those criteria that evaluate the teacher in 
terms of the situation, condition, climate, student-teacher interaction, 
or simp ly, teacher behavior. As of yet, though, "a general classifica-
tion of teacher behavior appropriate to the study of effectiveness ha s 
not been advanced , • ," (Biddle, 1964, p, 12), 
The third area, Presage Criteria, has been used to attempt to pre-
dict teacher effectiveness in terms of intelligence, adjustment, or char -
acter traits. Personality traits have been as legion as the investigators 
who have employed them (Mitzel, 1960), Ellena, Stevenson, and Webb (1961, 
p, 31) in their analysis of "Who's a Good Teacher?" noted that "there is 
no general agreement as to what constitutes the essential characteristics 
of a competent teacher," And Barr et al (1961, p, 8) in their review of 
seventy -five doctoral studies indicated that personality ratings generally 
have been "exceedingly unreliable," and that this "unreliability provides 
a substantial road block or a challenge to the researcher interested in 
this area of research," 
Ryans' study (1964) may offer a beginning foundation in the person-
ality domain, His research involved more than one hundred separate pro-
jects in about seventeen hundred schools, in which teachers were observed 
by a trained staff. The staff's primary concern was to observe and note, 
on rating forms, the "personal" and "social" behavior of teachers as 
related to the classroom situation. A factor analysis of the ratings 
identified interesting behavioral patterns of "effective" and "ineffec-
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tive" teachers, According to the definitions of his study, "effective" 
teachers had the following patterns of personality: 
Pattern r warm, understanding, friendly versus aloof, egocen-
tric, restricted teacher classroom behavior 
Pattern t responsible, businesslike, systematic versus evading, 
unplanned, slipshod teacher classroom behavior 
Pattern l stimulating, imaginative versus dull, routing teacher 
classroom behavior, (Ryans, 1964, p. 76). 
"Ineffective" teachers were "self-centered, anxious, and restricted," 
In his concluding remarks Ryans stated: 
••• there are some interesting suggestions here--some clues 
that may help to identify "good" and "poor" teachers if one is 
willing to accept the kind of definition employed in this research. 
Such a definition indicates that teachers are "good" if they rank 
very high among their colleagues with respect to such observable 
classroom behaviors as warmth and kindness, systematic and business-
like manner, and stimulating and original teacher behavior, (Ryans, 
1964, p. 90) 
University Stu dent Ratings of Faculty 
Can Students Rate Faculty? 
Student ratings of university faculty present many controversial 
issues, Kent (1967, p. 61, 78) notes that many feel that students are 
not in a position to evaluate teachers. However, Howsam (1963, p. 16) 
says that pupil ratings have "remarkable consistency ", and that "findings 
have shown that pupils are able to make more valid and reliable ratings of 
teachers than any other group, including administrators, supervisors, and 
experts." Kent, (1967, p, 79) contends that even if 
•• , students cannot accurately assess an instructor's mastery 
of his subject matter. , • they are perfectly capable of saying 
whether the instruc t or has presented the subject in an organized 
manner, whether he communicated it to them, and whether he seemed 
interested in it, 
It seems only logical that the only real criterion of teacher effective-
ness is the evaluation by students, for a philosophical note from Aristotle 
rings a significant tone. 
Moreover, there are some arts whose products are not judged of 
solely, or best, by the artists themselves, namely those arts whose 
products are recognized even by those who do not possess the art; 
for example, the knowledge of the house is not limited to the 
builder only, the user, or, in other words, the master, of the 
house will even be a better judge than the builder, just as the 
pilot will judge better of a rudder than the carpenter, and the 
guest will judge better of a feast than the cook. (Aristotle, 
Politics, Bk. III, Ch. 11, In Benjamin Jowett, Aristotle's Politics, 
1943, p. 148) 
Another common objection to student ratings of professors is: "Stu-
B 
dents can't really evaluate a teacher until they've left college and gotten 
some perspective on what was really valuable to them" (McKeachie, 1969, 
p. 439). Drucke r and Remmers (1951), however, in a study of selected 
alumni and students compared how students of 1948-49 and alumni of 1936 
to 1939 rated the same instructors on the Purdue Rating Scale. Essentially 
the ratings were the same, showing that alumni's opinion of an instructor 
did not seem to change over the ten year period. 
Student ratings also have been opposed because some feel that other 
variables have influenced the teaching, such as: student grade, age, sex, 
etc. Starrach (1934), Remmers (1930), and Kent (1967) have shown that 
student grades, sex and age have no relation to ratings of effectiveness 
or ineffectiveness. Kent (1967, p. 82) , in reviewing past literature, 
notes that there seems to be two factors that have significant bearing on 
student ratings. Those factors were (1) the rater's class, in that grad-
uate students generally gave higher ratings than undergraduates; and (2) 
the teacher's rank. Those of the rank of Instructor were generally 
rated lower than other ranks. However, Spencer and Dick (1965) and 
Spencer (1969c) found correlations between student opinion of a course 
(from the Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire) and course grades. 
Eble, in reviewing Hildebrand's and Wilson's study at the Davis 
Campus of the University of California, says: 
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In general, student ratings of best teachers showed only neg-
ligible correlations with academic rank of instructor, class level, 
number of courses previously taken in the same department, class 
size, required versus optional course, course in major or not, sex 
of respondent, class level of respondent, grade-point average, and 
expected grade in course, (Eble, 1970, p, 91) 
Finally, there is a charge that student evaluations are merely 
popularity contests and sources of unhealthy competition, This may be 
if the college instructors make it so, but Eble (1970, p, 37) says that 
"various studies of student ratings suggest that popularity in it mere -
tricious sense is not what students are after in asking for better 
teaching ," He also notes that studies do not confirm "the suspicion 
that professors can win high ratings by easy grading and light assign-
ments, 'Tough' teachers are commonly highly rated," 
In summary, student opinion is of particular importance for infor-
mation about a teacher's actual performance (Eble, 1970, p. 14); student 
ratings may be reliable (Rowland, 1970, p, 153) and have some validity 
(McKeachie, 1969, p, 440); however, because of the nature of college 
teaching, they may not be "entirely accurate and objective (Rowland, 
1970, p. 157). It would be "foolhardy to regard student evaluations 
as a cure-a ll for the ills of higher education," but they may help solve 
some of the "current" problems connected with evaluating teacher effec-
liveness and improving the equality of undergraduate instruction. 
(Kent, 1967, p, 83) 
What Students Look for in University Faculty 
The results of stude-,t ratings have produced many characteristics 
for "effective" instructors, Eble (1970, p, 9) feels that all inves -
ligations are not at variance, but provide reasonably consistent answers. 
After an extensive study, Bousfield (1940) determined that students were 
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most concerned with pedagogical competency, and above all they desired 
fairness in an instructor, Cof fman (1954), as a result of research at 
Oklahoma Agriculture and Mining College, came up with four factors of 
"effectiveness". Factor A was named "empathy", which included ability 
to arouse interest, humor, interpersonal relations, and tolerance . 
Factor 8 was identified as "o rganization. " Factor C represented the 
teacher's personality; and his verbal fluency ranked last as Factor D, 
Cadzella (1968) determined that the most important criteria in 
describing an "ideal" professo r (in rank order of importance) were: 
(1), Knowledge of subject (subject mastery); (2), Interest in subject 
(enthusiasm); (3), Flexib ility (ability to meet student needs); (4), 
Daily and course preparations (well organized); and (5), Vocabulary 
(ability to explain c learly). The least important characteristics , 
were: (1), the professor as a writer; (2), as a participator in the 
community; and (3), as a researcher, 
Eble (1970, p, 9) describes superior instru ct ors as having qualities 
of competence , caring, energy, imagination, and a~ _g_f. Q_roportion. 
He notes that many years ago a University of Chicago study made by stu-
dents and faculty "arrived at Knowledge and QE.9._anization _g_f. subject matter, 
skill in instructi on, and personal qualities as the classes of attributes 
most important to the good teacher," and that "Julius Taylor, head of the 
Physics department at Morgan State, puts it in the form of an equation: 
C +C +C +E = Effective Teaching; where c1 = Competence , c2 = Concern or 1 2 3 
Compassion , c3 = Commitment, and E = Enthusiasm," 
Need for Theoretical Base 
Even with all the research, terms such as " effective " and "good" are 
still re latively undefined and remain aloof in the subjective realm, 
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"Effective" teaching can be defined only in relati on to the rating scales 
or subjective criteria. As pointed out in chapter one, this condition 
probably exists because of atheoretical approaches. 
One concept that is consistently advocated in recent literature is 
a need for "a comprehensive theory to channel the research" (Mitzel, 
1960). Getzels and Jackson (1963, p. 575-576) feel that any work toward 
defining teacher effectiveness must be done within the framework of a 
sound theory. Barr et al. (1961, p. 147) conclude from their study 
that there must be a clarification of an "acceptable theory of the nature 
and structure of teaching ability." 
The foundation of this research project is the theory of "self" 
psychology, as before stated. Many behavioral psychologists are not in 
agreement with this pyschology of the phenomenologists; however, "self" 
psychology has a firm foundation and much study and research has gone into 
it by noted men in the field. 
Self Psychology 
The psychology of the inner self, or as Allport (1968, p. 68) calls 
it: The psychology of "man seen as a being-in-process-of-bemming" has 
had a slow and turbulant beginning. It has gradually gained acceptance 
and momentum only since the late thirties (Purkey, 1970, p. 3-5). Real 
emphasis came as a result of the studies of Goldstein (1939), followed 
by the classical work of Maslow (1954, 1970 ed), as well as Prescott 
Lecky (1945, 1969 ed), and Gordon Allport (1937). Carl Rogers (1951, 
1961) has also made notable contributions into this area, and one of his 
students, Raimy (1943) first coined the term: "self-concept". Jersild 
(1952 , 1955) has been a pioneer in emphasizing self-psych olog y in teacher 
education. Combs and Snygg (1949, 1959 ed) in their book In dividual 
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Behavior brought clarity of thought to the "phenomenal field" psychology. 
They declared that all behavior was dependent upon one's frame of refer-
ence, or that any individual behaves according to his viewpoint of the 
facts, his perception of himself, and the world in which he lives, All 
behavior, then, is consistent to one's perception of reality as one 
strives to maintain the enhancement of the self (Combs and Snygg, 1959, 
p. 16-22). 
Similar views have been advocated by Lecky. He says that one's 
personality is an organization of values which will remain fairly con -
sistent with one another, " Behavior expresses the effort to maintain the 
integrity and unity of the organization" (Lecky, 1969, p, 109). He 
further states: 
The individual sees the world from his own view poi nt , with 
himself as the center. Any value entering the system which is in -
consi stent with the individual's valuation of himself cannot be 
ass im ilated; it meets with resistan ce and is likely, unless a 
general reorganization oc cu rs, to be rejected. This res i stance is 
a natural phenomenon; it is essential for the maintenance of indi-
viduality, (Lecky, 196 9 , p. 109) 
The study o f one's choices and selections, then , become an important 
part of understanding on e's personality structure (Lecky, 1969, p, 77-78), 
Frankl definitely feels that although, 
Man is not free from conditions, be they biological o r psycho-
logical or sociological in nature,,, he is, and always remains 
free to take a stand toward them. Man is free to rise above the 
plane o f somatic and psychic determinants of his existence. , , • 
(Frankl, 1967, p. 3) 
With this power of ch oice , it appears that an individual chooses his 
behavior in accordan ce as to how he views himself and the situation he 
faces (Combs and Snygg, 1959, p . 16-22). This center value system may 
be called the "self- concept " (Combs and Snygg, 1959, p. 126, 127, 146) . 
Raimy , (1943), who first defined the self-concept said that it is "what a 
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person believes about himself" (Combs and Snygg, 1959, p. 127). From 
various definitions of the "self" by many of the above authors, Purkey 
(1970, p. 7) has arrived at a composite definition of the "self". He 
says that it is "a complex and dynamic system of beliefs which an indi-
vidual holds true about himself, each belief with a corresponding value." 
He also notes that the "self has a generally stable quality which is 
characterized by harmony and orderliness." Chris Argyris says that, 
The individual's self-concept includes those aspects of the 
self of which the individual is aware. The more the individual 
enlarges his self-concept to include more aspects of his self, 
the greater the potential for the individual to understand and 
ultimately control his own behavior. (Argyris, 1964, p. 23) 
One can see from this definition of the self-concept, that there is a 
self of which one may not be aware, and a self of which one is aware--
a "real" self and a "perceived" self. 
One ' s self-concept has two images. The real self is what one is--
the way a person or others regard his "abilities, status, and roles." 
The other is one's perception of "what he would like to become, his 
aspirations for himself." The ideal self-image plots the course and 
movement of an individual . It may be a wholesome and insightful cognitive 
map, closely geared to reality," or it may be "compulsive, compensatory, 
and unrealistic, blinding its possessor to his true situation in life" 
(Allport , 1969, p. 47). The ideal self, then, may become the "role self " 
(Rogers, 1962, p, 29), or the "pseudo self " (Jersild, 1955, p. 34-35). 
Rogers (1961 , p. 232-241, 256-258) reports studies in which the more 
healthy a person becomes the less the discrepancy or incongruency between 
the perceived or pseudo self and the real or valued self. Dr, to put the 
concept another way, the more congruent or whole one is (in relation to 
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the real and perceived self) the more "fully-functioning" one is (Rogers , 
1962 , p , 21-23), The concept of congruence of the real and perceived 
se lf may be diagramed thus , 
Reality 
Congruent Pers on 
ceived 
f 
In t ou ch with reality 
Actualizing of self 
Reality 
d 
Inc ongruent person 
Out of touch with reality 
Non-productive person 
Allport (1937, p , 213-214) calls a fully - functi oning individual a 
mature pers on, or on e who has "self-objectification." This, he says , is: 
t hat peculiar detachment of the mature person when he 
surveys his own pretensions in relation to his abilities, his present 
objectives in relation to possible objectiv es f or himself, his own 
equipment in comparison with the eq uipment of others, and his opinion 
of himself in relation to the op inion others hold of him, This 
capacity for self-objectification is insight . , 
Allport further quotes the ol d adage, "Everyman has three characters : 
(1) that which he has, 
(2) that whic h he think s he has, 
( 3) that which others think he has," 
And he adds, 
I deally, insight is to be measured by the ratio between the 
second item and the first, for what a man thi nks he is in relation 
to what he really is provides a perfect definition and therefore an 
admirable index of his insight. , , , the most practi ca ble index 
of a man's insight becomes the ratio between the se cond and the 
third items--the relation of what a man th inks he is to what others 
, think he is (Allport, 1937, p, 221, see also 196 1 ed, p, 291), 
The person who is more congruent is not on ly more open to his e xper-
iences, but accepts himself more--he has a pos iti ve self-con ce pt, a 
positive self-regard (Rogers, 196 1, p, 87-91, 103-124), The ideal self 
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in a congruent person sets goals in a wholesome, insightful way, Combs 
and Snygg (1959, p, 239-240) feel that "adequate" persons may be differ-
entiated in three major characteristics: "(l) Adequat e persons perceive 
themselves in generally positive ways, (2) Adequate persons are more 
capable of accepting and integrating their perceptions in the phenomenal 
field, (3) Adequate persons are capable of wide identification of self 
with others," 
Flinders (1969, p, 90) has summarized many of the above concepts in 
the following cyclic form: 
More Likely to 
Achieve Coals 
f 
More Rea listic 
Coals 
/ 
,,/ 
.--~ More Positive 
View of Self ~ 
More Accurate 
Perception of Reality 
More Open to t Experience 
More Accurate 
Assessment of Self 
Theoretically, the person who perceives himself in greater reality 
and who has a wholesome, positive concept of self will be that person who 
releases his potential and becomes more successful in life pursuits, 
Self-actualization 
As note d before, Purkey (1970, p, 7) denied the self as not only an 
organized system of inner values, but also defines the self as a "dynamic" 
system, Man is a striving, moving, need fulfilling organism which seeks 
to enhance and protect the self, II people are constantly trying to 
behave in a manner which is consistent with the way they view themselves" 
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(Purkey, 1970, p, 12), Allport (1961, p. 126-38, 1968, p, 47-51) calls 
this dynamic, unifying force, "propr iate striving," Rogers (1961) uses 
the term, "fully-functioning" person. 
Maslow's terminology for the central striving within man to release 
one's potentiality is "self-actualization" (Maslow, 1954, 1970 ed,), He 
defines his theory of man's motivation as "a holistic-dynamic theory" 
which "integrates or synthesizes" the "fun cti onal ist tradition of James 
and Dewey" with the "holism of Wertheimer, Goldstein, and Gestalt psy-
chology, and with the dynamicism of Freud, Fromm, Horney, Reich, Jung , 
and Adler" (Maslow, 1970, p. 35), To Maslow, man's inner strivings are 
conditional to his needs, Man's basic needs are physiological, safety, 
belongingness and love, esteem and self-actualization (Maslow, 1970, 35-
46. In the hierarchy of needs, as the lower ones are satisfied, one no 
longer feels a need for that area, and so feels needs in a higher cate -
gory. Maslow clarifies this point by saying: 
In actual fact, most members of our society who are normal are 
partially satisfied in all their basic needs and partially unsatis-
fied in all their basic needs at the same time. A more realistic 
description of the hierarchy would be in terms of decreasing per-
centages of satisfaction as we go up the hierarchy of prepotency 
(Maslow, 1970, p. 53-54), 
The hierarchy of needs and growth towards full self-actualization 
~' then, be diagramed in the following way: 
Growth in Self-actualization 
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Maslow says further that, 
Just as our tree needs food, sun, water from the environment, 
so does the person need safety, love, and respect from the social 
environment. , , , all trees need sunlight and all human beings 
need love, and yet, once satiated with these elementary necessities, 
each tree and each human being proceeds to develop in his own style, 
uniquely, using these universal necessities to his own private pur-
poses. In a word, development then proceeds from within rather than 
from without, and paradoxically the highest motive is to be un-
motivated and nonstriving, i.e., to behave purely expressively. Or, 
to say it in another way, self-actualization is growth-motivated 
rather than deficiency-motivated (Maslow, 1970, p, 134-35), 
A self-actualizing person is one who, then, is releasing his paten-
t ialities, capabilities, or talents in a spontaneous way--in an "expres-
sive" rather than "coping" way (Maslow, 1970, p. 135), What are other 
characteristics of self-actualizing people? 
1. "They are people who have developed or are developing to the 
full stature of which they are capable," 
2. They have a "more efficient perception of reality and more 
comfortable relations with it." 
3, They have more acceptance of self, others and nature, "They 
can accept their own human nature in the stoic style, with all its 
shortcomings , with all its discrepancies from the real image without 
feeling real concern," 
4, "Self-actualizing people can all be described as relatively 
spontaneous in behavior,,,", which "behavior is marked by simplicity 
and naturalness, and by lack of artificiality or straining for effect," 
5. They "are in general strongly focused on problems au tside them-
selves. they are problem centered rather than ego centered." 
6, They have "the quality of detachment; the need for privacy." 
7. "One of the characteristics of self-actualizing people . , , 
is their re lative independence of the physical and social environment." 
8, "Self-a ctualizing people have the wonderful capacity to appre-
ciate again and again, freshly and naively , the basic goods of life, 
with awe, pleasure, wonder, and even ecstasy. , , ." 
9. "Those subjective expressions that have been called the mystic 
experiences , , , are a fairly common experience, " 
10. "They have for human beings in general a deep feeling of iden-
tification , sympathy, and affection in spite of the occasional anger, 
impatience, or disgust •• 
affairs. 
II 
. , 
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which may naturally result in human 
11. "Self-actualizing people have deeper and more profound inter-
personal relations. " 
12. They". 
possible sense." 
may be said to be democratic people in the deepest 
13. " these individuals are strongly ethical, they have 
definite moral standards, they do right and do not do wrong." 
14. " 
humor • • • or 
they consider 
else." 
• they do not laugh at hostile humor ••• or superiority 
authority-rebellion humor ••• characteristically what 
humor is more closely allied to philosophy than to anything 
15. All self-actualizing people are creative. 
16. They have a resistence to enculturation. (Maslow, 1970, p. 
150-171). 
Also, self-actualizing people possess what Maslow has termed 
"synergy" (Maslow, 1965, p. 88-96) . This is the ability to bring seeming 
opposites into a wholeness. For example, one who has synergy has an 
ability to rise above the dichotomy between selfishness and unselfish-
ness, or to realize pleasure from the pleasure of other people. 
One realizes or perceives or discovers that my good and your 
good, selfishness and unselfishness which we have always been taught 
to perceive as different from each other and mutually exclusive and 
even opposites, are really not so under the right circumstances 
(Maslow, 1965, p. 96). 
From the above theory Maslow, for the purposes of this study, con-
cludes: 
Ideally ••• the strong boss would be, then, one who has all 
his basic needs gratified, that is, the needs for safety, for belon-
gingness, for loving and for being loved, for prestige and respect, 
and finally for self-confidence and self-esteem. This is the same 
as saying that the closer a person approaches toward self-actualizing, 
the better leader or boss he is apt to be in the general sense of 
the largest number of situations (Maslow, 1965, p. 130-131). 
If the word teacher were substituted for the word boss, then, theore-
tically the better teacher is the one who is self-actualizing. Is this so? 
Research of "Effective Teaching" in Relation .i.Q. the Self-concept and 
Self-actualization 
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What are some of the studies that have evolved out of this theore-
tical base--the psychology of the self? What research has investigated 
the use of the "self" in relation to teacher effectiveness? Under the 
direction of Arthur Combs, Cooding (1964) and Usher (1966) have shown 
relationships between self percept i on and administrative and student 
ratings of teachers. Cooding, in his study, had trained judges observe 
teachers from the teacher's perceptual point of view; that is, they were 
to "get inside" the teacher and see the world from the teacher's frame 
of reference. In this study those teachers that were subjectively rated 
"high" by administrators consistently possessed a certain perceptual 
structure as observed by trained judges. These teachers saw themselves 
and others as "able", "dependable", and "worthy", and they saw the teaching 
task as "freeing" and self-revealing". 
Usher (1966) used essentially the same perceptual criteria as Cooding, 
but, whereas Cooding's population was limited to female elementary teachers, 
Usher used college faculty members. The only ratings that were significan-
tly correlated with the perceptual criteria were ratings by students. 
A study by Packer (1964) has placed some doubt on administrative 
ratings in relationship to teachers' self concept. Teachers were rated as 
"high" and "low" from a regular principal' s rating form. This rating was 
then correlated with scores from An Index of Adjustment and Values, a 
self-concept instrument. Packer concluded: "As a result of the 'negative' 
relationship between principals' rating and teachers' self-others accep-
tance, serious doubt is cast upon the rating procedure ••• " 
However, other studies have shown a relationship between administra-
tive ratings and teachers' self-concept, Shafer (1962) and Walker (1967) 
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received positive relationships between student teachers' self-concept 
and self-acceptance and ratings by their supervisors in the students' 
practice teaching, Good (1968) also found that prospective teachers 
who were rated "effective" by the teaching staff, had such perceptions 
(from objective tests) as: confidence in self, positive view of self, 
friendliness, trust in people, and a worthy self-image. Teachers rated 
as "ineffective" possessed a self of: doubt, lack of confidence and 
stability, anxiety, and a non-revealing nature. 
Garvey (1970) conducted a study with one hundred and fifty Allegheny 
College student teachers, correlating their self-concept with their grades 
in student teaching. She found that the student teachers with the better 
grades had also higher self-concepts (from the Tennessee Self-Concept 
Scale), especially in relation to identity. They also evidenced less 
confusion , uncertainty and conf li ct in self-percepti on, and demonstrated 
less similarity to patient or disturbed groups. And a study condu cted 
by Esser (1969) has shown that elementary teachers in thirty schools with 
a strong concept were also evaluated by their administration in a posi-
tive manner. 
Dandes (1966) investigated " relationships between psychological 
health and the attitudes and values of teachers related to effective 
teaching," and concluded that the results, " c learly indicate a signi-
ficant relationship between measured psychological health and the speci-
fied attitudes and values. , , • The greater the psychological health, 
the greater the possession of attitudes and values characteristic of 
effective teaching," He concluded by saying: " ••• a large component 
of what makes an effective teacher seems to be the degree of which he 
i s psychologically healthy or self-actualizing or fulfilling his unique 
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human potential." However, Dandes study may be held in question and 
may not be conclusive, for of the 223 volunteer teachers, only 128 test 
packets were usable for scoring. This is less than a sixty per cent 
return. 
In a study of university instructors by Masl ow and Zimmerman (1956) 
during 1943 to 1946, the researchers were able to conclude that student 
ratings agreed or could be equated with instructors who were defined 
as healthy, integrated, happy, at ease, and using one's capaci ties. Also, 
colleagues ratings were equated with the creativeness of the instructor , 
whi ch Maslow has found in all subjects who are self-actualizing (Maslow , 
1970, p, 170), 
The above studies have generally shown that self-concept and self-
actualization are related to various definitions of "effe ctive" teaching. 
However, the empirical evidence is not conclusive , not completel y con -
sistent. Most of the above studies have been done with either elemen-
tary or student teachers, with little investigation of university faculty. 
Is there , then, a relationship between student ratings of university 
faculty and faculty member's self-concept and self-actualization scores? 
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CHAPTER III 
PURPOSE AND METHOD OF THE STUDY 
Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relation-
ship between student ratings of instructors and instructors' self-concept 
and self-actualization. Cenerally, questions this study investigated 
were: 
1. Is there a difference between good and poor instructors as to 
self-acceptance? 
2. Is there a difference between good and poor instructors as to 
discrepancy between the real and ideal self? 
3. Is there a difference between good and poor instructors as to 
self-actualization? 
4. Are there differences between good and poor instructors in 
selected descriptive data (sex, college affiliation, age, years 
of university or college education, highest degree, rank, and 
years of teaching)? 
More specific hypotheses are contained in chapter 4 "Analysis of 
Dat a", as they relate to each subscore of the testing instruments. 
Procedures 
Jopulation and Sample 
Among populations used in educational research, one of the least 
t ested for teacher effectiveness in relation to the self-concept and 
self-actualization has been university faculties. Therefore, this study 
involved university faculty members teaching undergraduate courses. 
During Fall Quarter, 1970, four hundred and twenty-three faculty 
nembers were rated by their students in one class of the instructor's 
choice. Students rated their instructors according to Spencer's "Course 
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Evaluation Questionnaire" (CEQ). From this instrument Spencer (1969) has 
shown that there is no difference between instructor selected courses and 
classes chosen at random--there is substantial agreement across classes. 
Only those instructors who were rated by students from this evalu-
ation in the top three deciles (7, 8, 9) are in the bottom three deciles 
(D, 1, 2) actually became subjects for this study. Of the four hundred 
and twenty-three instructors evaluated, eighty-nine ranked in the top 
deciles (defined as good or effective teachers), and eighty-four ranked 
in the lower deciles (def i ned as poor or ineffective teachers). A total 
of one hundred and seventy-three instructors, then, became subjects for 
this study. Sixty-two faculty members responded to self-concept and 
self-actualization tests from those rated as "good," and from those 
rated as "poor" fifty-six responded. This represents a 69.7 percent 
return from good teachers and 66.7 percent return from poor teachers, 
or an average return of 68 percent. 
Instrumentation 
Instruments Used. The "Illinois Course Evaluation Questionnaire" 
(CEQ), was developed by Richard E. Spencer, University of Illinois. It 
is used to collect student attitudes toward a course and provide faculty 
members evaluative information about their teaching (Spencer, 1968). 
Spencer was very meticulous in developing a scale in which, 
(1) the elements that the students respond to (i.e. the items) 
are known to differentiate among teachers; and (2) norms are devel-
oped of a sufficient number and dimension to adequately compensate 
for extraneous, but correlated variables affecting the ratings 
obtained, and provide useful interpretable comparisons (Spencer 
1969b , p. 15). 
This instrument was also designed to achieve reliability coefficients 
to exceed .90, which it consistently has. The CEQ is composed of 50 
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items, with 22 sets of paired items, each pair having a concept stated 
positively and negatively. These items have been factored and grouped 
into six areas: (1) General Course Attitude, (2) Method of Instruction, 
(3) Course Content, (4) Interest and Attention, (5) Instructor, and (6) 
Specific Items (Spencer, 1968). An example of this instrument and which 
specific items constitute the subscores are conta i ned in Appendix A. 
The instruments used in this study to test the self-concept and 
self-acualization were "An Index to Adjustment and Values" (IAV) and 
the "Personal Orientation In ve nt ory" (POI), The IAV was developed mainly 
out of Allport's and Odbert's work (1936), These authors felt that just 
as elements are the building blocks for chemistry, and cells for biology, 
traits are the basic structural units of personality. Through their 
work, Allport and Odbert determined that there were some 18,000 terms or 
adjectives in the English language designating distinctive forms of per-
sonal behavior (Allport, 1937, p. 235, 303-304). 
Some traits are secondary, some central, and "somewhat rarely a 
personality is dominated by one outstanding cardinal tra it , to which 
other dispositions serve as merely subsidiary, congruent foci" (Allport, 
1937, p. 341). Personality traits may be personal or common, Common 
traits are those aspects of personality in respect to which most people 
within a given culture can be profitably compared, and which can be put 
on a normal "bell" curve--have a normal distribution in a culture 
(Al lport, 1937, p. 340-344). Allport (1961, p. 354) also says that 
traits are not some concoction of man in labeling, but if our fellow 
mortals did not have capacities and dispositions we would be unlikely 
t o name them, o r in other 11.0 rds, 
Traits cannot be called forth by fiat; they must be discovered. 
The use of the same trait-name applied to any two different individ-
uals signifies merely that the dispositions of both fall within a 
range of comparable judgments" (Allport, 1937, p. 330). 
From this psychological base with the 18,000 common trait-names, 
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and from the works of Lecky, Snygg and Combs, and Rogers; Bills, Vance, 
and Mclean (1951) developed an instrument with 49 trait-names which best 
described the self-concept, self-acceptance, and the congruency between 
the "real" and "ideal" self. 
Tests of reliability have consistently scored above .BO, or to the 
.DDl level (Bills, Vance, and Mclean, 1951). In 1958 and 1959 an "others" 
form, in addition to the "self" form, was developed; thus, increasing the 
validity (Bills, 1958, 1959). Mitchell (1962) factored the IAV and deter-
mined the following areas: (1) freedom from anxiety, (2) motivation for 
intellectual achievement, (3) offensive social conduct, (4) social poise 
and self confidence, (5) warm hearted attitude towards others, (6) imper-
sonal efficiency, and (7) dependability. 
The instrument used in this study which measured self-actualization 
was Shostr om's "Personal Orientation Inventory" (POI) (Shostrom, 1966). 
This instrument is based mainly on Maslow's work (1954, 1962), as well as 
Rogers (1951, 1961), and thus has good construct validity. It also dis-
criminates well the self-actualizer from the non-self-actualizer 
(Shostrom, 1966, Fox et al., 1968). Braun and LaFaro conducted an ex-
periment in which they had groups of undergraduate students try to appear 
"good" or "well-adjusted" on the POI. They concluded that, 
Apparently the values deemed to be those of self-actualizing 
persons are not those judged likely to create a good impression 
or to be indicators of good adjustment by the typical college stu-
dent • • • ( Braun and La Faro, 1969) 
Reliability coefficients of the POI subscales range from .55 to .85, 
w,ich are at a level as high as most personality measures (Shostrom, 1966, 
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p. 32). The instrument consists of 150 pairs of alternative value judg-
ments, and is scaled along two basic dimensions: the Time Competence 
Rati o, which measures a degree to which one is "present" oriented, and 
the Support Ratio, which measures whether reactivity orientation is 
basically toward others or self. The subscales are as follows: (1) 
self-actualizing value, (2) existentiality, (3) feeling reactivity, 
(4) spontaneity, (5) self regard, (6) self acceptance, (7) nature of 
man, (8) synergy, (9) acceptance of aggression, and (10) capacity for 
intimate contact (Shostrom, 1966). Klavetter and Magar (1967) found 
that self-actualizing people may be di fferentiated by the combination 
of Time Competence and Support Ratios and the self-actualizing values. 
Besides the IAV and the POI , a descr iptiv e questionnaire was used 
for two purposes: (1) to describe the sample of instructors, and (2) 
to determ i ne if other variables might help describe good or poor teachers. 
Data Collection. Both the IAV and the POI are self-scoring instru -
ments . Rogers (1951) and Allport (1955, 1961) believe that self-reports 
are valuable and should be believed, for if we want to know about a per-
son we should ask him directly. The actual administration of these 
instruments was conducted through college deans and/or department heads. 
The faculty members were given the packet of tests (as appears in appen-
dix B) by their dean or department head and asked to participate in the 
evaluation. However, explanation was made that participation was not 
mandatory, nor was the information to be used for administrative purposes 
(determining rank, tenure, salary, etc.). The instructors returned the 
forms, in a sealed envelope, to the researcher directly, or through their 
department heads. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
Participation and Return Rate 
Fr om a campus-wide faculty evaluation those instructors receiving 
top decile ratings (7, 8, 9) were defined for this study as effective or 
good teachers, and those receiving low decile ratings (0, 1, 2) were 
def in ed as ineffective or poor teachers. As a result of the evaluation 
eighty-nine were good teachers and eighty-four were poor teachers, or a 
total of one hundred and seventy-three became invo lved for statistical 
purposes in this study. Of the one hundred seventy-three instructors 
only one hundred and eighteen responded to instruments measuring the self-
concept and self-actualization . The return of response for good teachers 
was 69.7 percent, for poor teachers 66.7 percent. However, five tests 
(three of good teachers, two of poor) were unscorable. The results herein, 
then, represent a 65 percent return. 
An intensive follow-up program was conducted in an attempt to get 
faculty members to participate in the psychological testing. Reminder 
let ters , telephone calls, and personal visits were all used. Although 
many refused to participate by filling out the instruments, they responded 
in other ways which may prove interesting. Following are extracts from 
two letters whi ch seem typical of the reaction of faculty members which 
wer e rated high or defined as good teachers: 
Dear Mr. King: 
I would l ike to help with your doctoral project, but feel that 
I am unable t o do so for the following reasons: 
28 
1) Even though you say that any reference to the data will be 
anonymous, you nevertheless ask for my name, department, sex, etc. 
This I feel is an invasion of my privacy. 
2) Since, however, I do consider myself an academic person, and 
since, the demands on my time are fairly large, I feel that I scar-
cely can take out the time that it would take to complete the ques-
tionnaire. The sheer bulk of these questionnaires discourages me. 
Dear Paul, 
I will not answer the questionnaire because I consider it an 
invasion of privacy. I am aware of the need to arrive at a means 
of evaluating teachers, and I sympathize with the individual who, 
while attempting such an evaluation, is hampered by such recalcit-
rants as I. Nevertheless, I resent being expected to answer an 
"either/or" questionnaire when most of the answers must be neither 
"either" nor "or." Especially I resent the psychological probing 
which in several instances could be interpreted negatively regard-
less of the answer selected. I do not object to spending my time 
assisting a doctoral cand i date when the assistance does not pry 
into my personal life, but this instrument is a prying one, a crow-
bar, and I refuse to be a crow. 
From those rated low or defined as poor teachers the following were 
r·eceived as notes or written comments: 
I am sorry but I can't get a feel for these questions. They do 
not permit me to give an answer that I'm satisfied with. 
I consider this a collosal waste of time. I hope the results 
are of some use. Sorry I can't help being hostile when I look at 
these instruments. 
What I think about myself is my business. 
I feel a lot of the "information" requested is my private con-
cern. 
Sorry, Mr. King, I find the decisions this test calls for too 
hard to make, because several adjectives on the Index of Adjustment 
and Values as well as many of the general statements on the POI 
would have to be specified (or qualified) by the person taking the 
test, if an honest self evaluation were to result. 
Another interesting analysis from those instructors refusing to 
participate was in relation to their college afflication. As shown in 
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Table 1, from a Chi-square analysis, the proportion of poor teachers 
refusing was significantly (.05 level) higher from the College of Science 
than expected, and the proportion of good teachers refusing was signifi-
cantly (.05 level) higher from the College of Humanities , Arts, and Social 
Science than expected by chance. 
Table 1. Chi-square analysis of university instruct ors refusing to 
participate in psychological testing 
* College 
Engineering 
Humanities 
Science 
Total 
Good Instructors 
3 
(3.43) 
17 
(12.73) 
4 
(7.84) 
24 
Degrees of freedom= 2 
Poor Instructors 
4 
(3.57) 
9 
(13.27) 
12 
(8.16) 
25 
Chi-square = 6.59 (p<::.05) 
Total 
7 
26 
16 
49 
*Instructors refusing from other Colleges were too negligible to consider 
in computation (less than 5). 
Any other information for describing those who refused to participate 
is not available, and the above data may be insufficient or mixed enough 
to make difficult any conclusions or general reasons as to why many refused. 
Analysis Qf Self-Concept 
The objective questions, #1 and #2, (Is there a difference between 
good and poor instructors as to self-acceptance? Is there a difference 
between good and poor instructors as to discrepancy between the real and 
ideal self?), were tested through the "Index of Adjustment and Values" 
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questionnaire. There are two forms to this instrument--the "self" form 
and the "others" form. Only the "self" form was used since the purpose 
of this study was to investigate how instructors perceive themselves, not 
how they perceive others. Four scores are available from the "self" form. 
These are: (1) Self Acceptance, (2) Real self or Self Concept, (3) Ideal 
self, and (4) Discrepancy between the real and ideal self. Specific 
hypotheses were formed in relation to each subscore. These were: 
Hypothesis :Jil.. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to self-acceptance scores. 
Hypot hesis ff:1.. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to real self scores. 
Hypothesis#]_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to i deal self scores. 
Hypothesis#.!!... There is no difference between good and poor 
inst ructors as to discrepancy scores. 
Self-Acceptance of Good and Poor Instructors 
Table 2 presents the analysis of variance and means for self-accep-
tance scores. Good instructors scored a mean of 183.73, while poor in-
structors' mean score was 187.85. The F-Test value shows no significant 
difference; therefore, hypothesis #1 is accepted--there is no difference 
between good and poor instructors as to self-acceptance scores. 
Although the two groups d id not differ significantly an analysis 
shows that poor teachers did score higher in self-acceptance than good 
teachers. Whether instructors are real or faking in this area is not 
determined in this study. 
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Table 2. Analysis of variance and means for self acceptance, comparing 
good and poor university instructors 
Source of Degrees 
variation freedom 
Total 112 
Treatments 1 
Experimental error 111 
Instructor status 
Coad 
Poor 
of Sum of Mean 
squares squares 
68,393.8 
479.3 479.29 
67,914.5 611.84 
Real and Ideal Self .Q.E. Coad and Poor Instructors 
F test value 
.783 
Treatment means 
183.73 
187.85 
Mean scores comparing good and poor teachers as to their real self 
are presented in Table 3. The means are almost identical and of no sig-
nificant difference. Although mean scores for the ideal self show some 
difference (Table 4), again there is no significant difference between 
good and poor teachers. 
Also from the IAV a discrepancy score is computed to show the in-
congruency between the real and ideal self. The lower this score, then, 
the more congruency, or less the discrepancy. As can be seen in Table 5 
the mean scores differ somewhat with the good instructors receiving a 
lower mean score (29.39), but the F-test value shows no significant dif-
ference. The Null Hypotheses (#2, #3, #4) are all accepted. 
In summation, there is no difference between good and poor instruc-
t ors as to discrepan cy between the real and ideal self--one group is just 
as well-adjusted and has just as utiolesome outlook on life as the other 
gr oup. Both effective and ineffective university instructors accept them-
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selves as persons to the same degree, as tested from the "Index of Adjust-
ment and Values." Figure 1 in graphic form also shows a summary of scores 
on the IA V. 
Table 3. Analysis of variance and means for real self, comparing good 
and poor university instructors 
Source of Degree s 
variation freedom 
Total 112 
Treatments 1 
Experimental error 111 
Inst ructor status 
Good 
Poor 
of Sum of Mean 
squares squares 
41,075.8 
7.5 7.5 
41,068.2 369.9 
F test value 
.020 
Treatment means 
198.81 
198.30 
Table 4. Analysis of variance and means for ideal self, comparing good 
and poor university instructors 
Source of Degrees of 
variation freedom 
Total 112 
Treatments 1 
Experimental error 111 
Instructor status 
Good 
Poor 
Sum of 
squares 
30,371.9 
1.9 
30,370.1 
Mean 
squares 
1.9 
273.6 
F test value 
.007 
Treatment means 
220.22 
219. 96 
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Table 5. Analysis of variance and means for discrepancy between real 
and ideal self, comparing good and poor university instructors 
Sources of Degrees 
variation freedom 
Total 112 
Treatments 1 
Experimental error 111 
Instructor status 
Cood 
Poor 
of Sum of 
squares 
22,225.7 
79.9 
22,145.7 
Mean 
squares 
79.9 
199.5 
F test value 
.401 
Treatment means 
29.39 
31. 07 
Self acceptance 
Good inst ru eta rs 
Poor in s t r uct o r s 
Real self-concept 
Good in structors 
Poor instructors 
I deal sel f -con ce pt 
Good instructors 
Poor in structo rs 
Discrepancy scores 
(Lower sco re means 
less d iscrepancy) 
Good inst rue to rs 
Poor instruc t ors 
29 .4 
31.1 
50 
183 ,7 
187,9 
198.8 
198 .3 
220.2 
219 . 9 
I I I I 
100 150 200 245 
Figure 1. Mean scores comparing good and poor university instructors on the four scales of the "Index 
of Adjustment and Values" 
l,J 
~ 
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Analysis .Q.f. Self-Actualization 
Shostrom's "Personal Orientation Inventory" was used to measure 
whether there was a difference between poor and good instructors as to 
self-actualization (objective question #3). This inventory has ten 
sub-scales with two overall score ratios. Each of the twelve areas, 
then, became a basis from which to formulate hypotheses for self-actual-
ization. These were: 
Hypothesis -Ji:2. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to time ratio scores. Time ratio is the degree to 
which one is "present" oriented. 
Hypothesis #6. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to support ratio scores. Support ration shows whether 
reactivity orientation is basically toward others or self (inner). 
Hypothesis#]_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to self-actualizing value scores. Self-actualizing 
value is that affirmation of a primary value of self-actualizing 
people. 
Hypothesis :fl]_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to existentiality scores, Existentiality is the 
ability to situationally react without rigid adherence to principles, 
Hypothesis #:z_, There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to feeling reactivity scores. Feeling Reactivity is 
sensitivity of responsiveness to one's own needs and feelings, 
Hypothesis #10. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to spontaneity scores. Spontaneity refers to the 
freedom to react spontaneously or to be oneself. 
Hypothesis fill.. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to self regard scores. Self Regard is the affirmation 
of the worth or strength of the self. 
Hypothesis fil1.. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to self acceptance scores. Self-acceptance is that 
acceptance of self in spite of weaknesses or deficiencies. 
Hypothesis #1]_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to nature of man scores. Nature of Man is a view 
of the positive goodness of mankind. 
Hypothesis #l.!±_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to synergy scores. Synergy is the ability to be 
synergistic, to transcend dichotomies. 
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Hypothesis #15._. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to acceptance of aggression scores. This scale is the 
ability to accept one's natural aggressiveness. 
Hypothesis iil.§_. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to capacity for intimate contact scores. This scale 
shows the ability to develop contactful intimate relationships with 
others. 
Each of these hypotheses were tested by the Analysis of Varience. 
Table 6 shows the mean scores and F-test value of each sub-score of the 
inventory. 
In all sub-scores there is no significant difference between mean 
scores of good and poor instructors, except in three areas. First, good 
instructors scored significantly (.02 level) greater in self-actualization 
value. The mean score of good teachers was 21.14, while that of the poor 
teachers was 20.07. This means that the effective instructors hold or 
affirm more to self-actualizing values. Examples of this value are: 
(1) I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes and values. (2) I live 
by values which are primarily based on my own feelings, rather than the 
feelings of others. (3) My moral values are self determined and not 
d ictate d by society. (4) For me work and play are the same. (5) I enjoy 
detachment and privacy. (6) I feel dedicated to my work. (7) It is bet-
ter to be yourself. (8) I am able to risk being myself. (9) I have had 
moments of intense happiness when I felt like I was experiencing a kind 
of ecstasy or bliss. 
The second area in which there was a significant difference was that 
of Spontaneity. Here the F-test value was 6.23 or significant beyond the 
.02 level of confidence. And again the more effective teachers showed 
the more spontaneity. This sub-score contains such items as: (1) I 
trust the decisions I make spontaneously. (2) I need not justify my 
actions in the pursuit of my own interests. (3) Two people can get along 
Table 6, Mean scores and F-test value for sub-scores of the POI, 
comparing good and poor university instructors 
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Subs core Instructor 
Status 
Treatment 
Mean 
F-Test Value 
Time ~atio 
-ime Competence 
-ime Incompetence 
Suppo~t Ratio 
.nner 
Jther 
Self \ctualizing Value 
Existmtiali ty 
Feeli1g Reacti vity 
Sponbnei ty 
Self ~egar d 
Self ~cceptance 
NatuG of Man 
Synegy 
Acce~ance of Aggression 
Capacity for Intimate 
Contact 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
Good 
Poor 
17.42 
17.46 
5.58 
5.54 
84.49 
85.50 
42.51 
41.50 
21.14 
20 . 07 
19.39 
19.DD 
15.36 
14.52 
12.42 
11. 21 
13,34 
12.56 
15.42 
15.57 
12.39 
11.91 
7.27 
7.33 
15,93 
15,56 
1 7. 29 
16.56 
,006 
,006 
.21 8 
• 218 
* 5. 719 
• 262 
2.810 
* 6.235 
** 4.725 
,053 
2.009 
,084 
.444 
1.469 
* S.gnificant beyond ,02 
** S.gnificant beyond ,05 
Note : In all sub-scores the total, treatments, and experimental error is 
112, 1, and 111 respectively. 
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best if each person feels free to express himself. (4) Being myself is 
helpful to others. (5) I do not actively attempt to avoid embarrassment. 
Ineffective instructors scored themselves opposite on these items or 
indicated that they were fearful of expressing feelings behaviorally, 
while effective instructors tended to favor positively the items such as 
above. 
Self regard wes the third sub-score which showed a significant dif-
ference. A high score in this area means one has the ability to like 
one's self because of one's strengths as a person. A low score indicates 
low self worth. Good instructors in relation to poor scored high on the 
self regard subscale. Good teachers, then, responded to such items as: 
(1) I am not embarrassed by compliments, (2) I believe I have an innate 
capacity to cope with life. (3) It is not necessary for others to accept 
my point of view. (4) I am assertive and affirming. (5) It is a good 
idea to think about your greatest potential, (6) I can feel comfortable 
with less than a perfect performance. 
Summary 
In summary, poor instructors on a university level of teaching are 
just as self -actualizi ng as good instructors . There is generally no dif-
ference. All Self-actualizing Null Hypotheses are accepted, except #7, 
#_D, and #11 , From these hypotheses in this testing good instructors 
appear to be more self-willed, self-expressive, self-assertive, open and 
honest, and cognizent of their strengths and capabilities. 
From a profile of mean scores (Figure 2) a summary is also presented. 
This profile is based on the standard scores for this inventory as con-
tained in the Manuel. Any interpretation here must be done with extreme 
caution, for the norms of the POI were not established with university 
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instructors, but mainly with clinical patients. According to the norms 
established, in the "time" and "support" ratios, both groups (good and 
poor instructors) were in the normal range, that is they were neither 
self-actualizing, nor were they non-self-actualizing persons. 
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Analysis .Qf Descriptive Data 
Selected descriptive data was also compiled on the university facu lty 
members responding to the psychological testing. This was done in order 
to provide a description of the faculty instructors tested and to inves-
tigate other variables which might be tied up with effective or ineffec-
tive teaching on a university level. The descriptive data selected for 
investigation were: (1) Sex, (2) College Affiliation, (3) Age, (4) High-
est Degree Earned, (5) Years of College or University Education, (6) Pro-
fessional Rank, and (7) Years of Teaching Experience. Each of these 
areas also formed the basis from which hypotheses were formulated. 
Sex 
Hypothesis #17. There is no difference between good and pon~ 
instructors as to Sex. 
Hypothesis :fil.Jl. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to College Affiliation. 
Hypothes is iJ.2. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to Age. 
Hypothesis fi1Q. There is no difference between good and poor 
instructors as to Highest Degree Earned. 
Hypothesis #:11_. There is no difference between good and poor 
irstructors as to Years of College or University Education. 
Hypothesis :fi.11.. There is no difference between good and poor 
irstructors as to Professional Rank. 
Hypothesis 'ii.2]_. There is no difference between good and poor 
irstructors as to Years of Teaching Experience. 
I n Table 7 a Chi-square analysis of independence shows the relation-
ship of sex to good and poor teachers. As this analysis indicates, sig-
nificantly beyond the .05 level, female instructors tend to be rated 
higher by students than male instructors. The proportion of female teachers 
rated good was higher than expected by chance. Hypothesis #17 is rejected. 
Table 7. Chi-square analysis of sex of good and poor university 
instructors 
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Sex Good Instructors Poor Instruct ors Total 
Male 45 49 
(49.39) (44.61) 94 
Female 17 7 
(12.61) (11.39) 24 
Total 62 56 118 
Degrees of freedom = 1 Chi square = 4.04 ( p <. 05) 
College Affiliation 
When good and poor instructors were compared in Col lege Affiliation 
the analy sis showed no significant difference (Table B). In other words, 
college affiliation did not make a difference as t o whether students 
rated instructors high or low. The proportion of good and poor teachers 
from each c ollege in this study was relatively what might be expected by 
chance. 
lable 8. Chi-square analysis of college affiliation of good and poor 
university instructors 
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College* Coad Instructors Poor Instructors Total 
~griculture 5 4 
(4.81) (4.19) 9 
Eusiness 4 10 
(7.48) (6.52) 14 
Education 15 11 
(13.90) (12.10) 26 
Family Life 8 4 
(6.41) (5.59) 12 
~umanities Arts and 23 14 
Social Science (19.78) (17.22) 37 
Natural Resources 2 4 
(3.21) (2.79) 6 
Science 5 7 
(6.41) (5.59) 12 
Total 62 54 116 
Degrees of freedom = 6 Chi square= 7. 29 ( p <. .30-.20) 
*College of Engineering was eliminated from this analysis because so few 
participated (less than 5). 
The investigation of age difference between good and poor instructors 
is presented in Table 9. Mean ages were computed for the two groups and 
then compared with at-test for differences. The mean age for good 
teachers was 39.49 years, while that of poor teachers was 46.17 years. 
The t-test showing the difference between the means was 2.995, which is 
significant at the .01 level. This analysis shows, as far as this study 
is concerned, poor teachers are older than good teachers. Hypothesis 
#19 is rejected, This does not mean that all poor teachers are older, 
for some older teachers (60 years plus) were rated high by students. 
Proportionately, though, good teachers were younger by a mean of 6.68 
years. 
Table 9. T-test of the difference between good and poor university 
instructors as to age 
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Instructor Status /Ylean s.o. 
Good 39.49 10.1 
Poor 46.17 13.04 
Degrees of freedom= 107 T-test = 2.995 (p<.01) 
Highest Degree Earned 
Table 10 shows an analysis as far as degree status is concerned. In 
this area a significant difference beyond .001 is noted. Those instruc-
tors rated low by students unproportionately were also those who held 
Doctor a te degrees, and those instructors ra t ed high by students unpro-
por tionately hold Masters degrees. Hypothesis #20 is also rejected. 
Table 10, Chi-square analysis of degree of good and poor university 
instructors 
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Degree Good Instructors Poor Instructors Total 
Bachelor 3 2 
(2.69) (2.31) 5 
Master 33 9 
(22.56) (19.44) 42 
Doctor 22 39 
(32.76) (28.24) 61 
Total 58 50 108 
Degrees of freedom = 2 Chi square = 18.15 (p<::.001) 
Years .£f. College QE. University Education 
When Degree status is coupled with Years of College or University 
Education a meaningful consistency seems to develop. It seems propor-
tionately that poor instructors have terminated their formal education 
with the Doctorate degree. Table 11 shows that t hrough at-test the means 
of good and poor instructors differ significantly (.002), Good teachers 
have had a mean of 7.00 years of university schooling, therefore, they 
have not received the i r doctorate degree, as also is illustrated from 
Table 10. Poor teachers, on the other hand, have been to school a mean 
of 8,35 years. Proportionately poor university teachers have terminated 
their formal education, then, with Doctorate degrees. 
Table 11. T-test of the difference between good and poor university 
instructors as to years of college or university education 
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Instructor status !Ylean S,D, 
Good 7.00 1. 73 
Poor 8.35 1.59 
Degrees of freedom= 99 T-test = 4.09 (p<,002) 
Professional Rank 
Table 12 indicates the proportion of good and poor instructors in 
relation to university rank. A Chi-square analysis shows that a greater 
proportion of full professors are in the ineffective teacher category, 
and that the greater proportion of teachers who have the rank of instruc-
tor are in the effective category. As far as this study is concerned, 
proportionately the lower ranked teacher was rated higher by students, 
therefore, hypothesis #22 is also rejected. 
Table 12. Chi-square analysis of rank of good and poor university 
instructors 
Professional Good Poor 
Rank* Instructors Ins t ructors 
Instructor 8 2 
(5.20) (4.80) 
Assistant Professor 20 13 
(17.15) (15.85) 
Associate Professor 15 11 
(13.51) (12.49) 
Full Professor 10 23 
(17.15) (15.85) 
Total 53 49 
Degrees of freedom = 3 Chi square= 10.67 (p<..02) 
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Total 
10 
33 
26 
33 
102 
*Graduate Assistants and Special Instructors were eliminated from this 
analysis because teachers in these categories were so few (less than 5). 
Years .Q.f Teaching Experience 
As to years of teaching experience good and poor instructors did not 
differ significantly. The mean years of teaching for good instructors 
was 10.82, whereas poor teachers have taught 14.12 years. The difference 
is not great enough to reject hypothesis #23. Table 13 shows the statis-
tics for this area considered. 
Table 13. T-test of the difference between good and poor university 
instructors as to years of teaching experience 
48 
Instru~tor status Mean S.D. 
Coad 10.82 9.15 
Poor 14.12 10.56 
Degrees of freedom= 104 T-test = 1.72 (p:>.05) 
Summary 
University instructors rated high by students were proportionately 
greater or scored significantly different than poor instructors in selec-
ted areas. These areas were in relation to sex, age, degree, years of 
university education and professio nal rank, It appears from this study, 
that students rated those instructors higher who were mostly female in 
sex, younger in age (average of 39 years), who had a master's degree with 
an average of seven years of university education and a professional rank 
lower than a professor. 
University instructors rated low by students were those who were 
mostly male in sex, older in age (average of 46 years), who had a doctor-
ate degree wi th eight years of university education, and a professional 
rank of professor. 
College affiliation and years of teaching experience had relatively 
little influence on whether a teacher was rated as effective or ineffec-
tive. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to determine if there is a relation-
ship between student ratings of university instructors and instructors' 
self-concept and self-actualization. During the academic year 1970-71, 
students rated faculty members teach i ng underg r aduate courses from the 
"llli no is Course Evaluation Questionnaire." Instructors rated high or in 
the top three deciles were defined in this study as "good" or "effective" 
teachers, and those rated low or in the lower three deciles were defined 
as "poor" or "ineffective" instructors , Sixty-eight percent or 118 of 
the instructors in these categories subm i tted to two psychological tests--
the " Index of Adjustment and Values" and the "Personal Orientation Inven-
tory", However five tests were unscorable, The results from these tests 
represent a 65 percent return. These instruments were used to investigate 
the self-concept and self-actualization of university instructors, Those 
instructors wishing not to participate were significantly different, in 
that poor instructors were mostly from the College of Science, while good 
instru ct ors were mostly from the College of Humanities, Other informati on 
does not appear to show any other difference s between good and poor in-
structors as to why they refused to participate, 
From the IAV or self-concept testing two main areas were considered 
or invest ig ated--the self-acceptance an d discrepancy between the real and 
ideal self. Analysis of variance scores showed that there was no dif-
ference between mean scores of good and poor instructors in relation to 
how they accepted themselves and how they viewed their real self in 
relation to their ideal self. Both groups showed congruency and a posi-
tive view of self. 
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When good and poor instructors were compared by an analysis of 
variance as to their self-actualization, again, there was generally no 
difference between the means. However, on three subscales (of twelve) 
the groups differed significantly (.02-.05). Good instructors scored 
higher in Self-Actualizing Value, Spontaneity, and Self Regard, or it 
might be said they are more self-willed, self-expressive, self-assertive, 
open, honest, and cognizant of their strengths and capabilities. Gener-
ally, poor instructors are just as self-actualizing (releasing of full 
capabilities and potentialities) as good ins t ructors. According to norms 
established by clinical patients for the POI, both groups illustrated 
normality, however, they are neither actualizing their potentialit i es nor 
are they non-actualizing them. 
Other data which showed significant distinct i on between good and 
poor instructors was the descriptive data. This data showed t hat college 
affiliation and number of years of teaching seem unrelated to teacher 
effectiveness. However, sex, age, highest degree earned, rank, and years 
of formal education did make a difference in this study. Those instruc-
tors rated high by students were also those who were mostly female in sex, 
younger in age (average of 39 years), who had a master's degree, an aver-
age of seven years of university education and a professional rank lower 
than a professor. Those instructors rated low by students were also those 
who were mostly male in sex, older in age (average of 46 years), who had 
a doctora t e degree, eight years of university education, and a professional 
rank of professor. 
Conclusions 
From this study of university instructors rated high and low by 
students, and from the limited psychological testing, the following may 
be concluded: 
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1. When male university i nstructors terminate their formal educa-
tion by a doctorate and arrive at the rank of professor students perceive 
them to be less effective as teachers. 
2. How a university instructor feels about himself, how congruent 
his real and ideal self are, and how well he accepts himself may no t be 
related to his effectiveness or ineffectiveness as an instructor. Univer-
sity instructors whether good or poor essentially view themselves the 
same. 
3. How well a university instructor is actualizing his potentiali-
ties or has satisfied basic needs of safe t y, belongingness, love and 
self-esteem, may not be related to his effectiveness or ineffectiveness 
as a teacher. 
4. Universi t y instructors appear to be more effective if they hold 
self-actualization values, are more spontaneous, and possess a good self-
regard; or in other words, they are more self-willed, self-expressive, 
self-assertive, honest, and cognizant of their strengths and capabilities. 
5. Since good and poor instructors showed s i gnificant differences 
in the descriptive data but none in the self-concept inventory and only 
limited differences in the self-actualization inventory, then the use of 
the IAV and POI for university instructors is questioned because of their 
failure, generally, to differentiate. The original ranking by students 
on t he CEQ is upheld, or the original designation by students as to 
whether the instructor was good or poor seems valid. 
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Recommendations 
From the above summary and conclusions the following recommendations 
are nade: 
1. Coad instructors in this study could be inv estigated further to 
dete~mine what they do specifically as teachers, in order to be rated 
high by students. This could be done by: 
a. investigating their subscores on the "Illinois Course 
Evaluation Questionnaire", or 
b. investigating more specifically their teaching style, tech-
niques, or personal mannerisms thr ough other inventories , or 
c. gathering objective data through classroom observation, or 
d. investigating their rating scores in further faculty evalu-
ation programs. 
2. Further study needs to be conducted to de termine more precisely 
if self-actualiza ti on is related to effective university teaching. 
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Speculation 
Incidental results from this study showed that university instructors 
who are older, who have essentially terminated their formal education with 
a doctorate degree, and who have arrived at the rank of professor, generally 
are ineffective as teachers. This conclusion forms a foundation from which 
some speculation may be launched. 
Although the above description represents mainly poor teachers, good 
teachers fell into this description also, Why do some good teachers remain 
effective even though they grow older, terminate their formal education 
with a doctorate, and are professors? Why is it that a higher proportion 
are ineffective after time and accomplishment? The answer seems to lie 
within the teacher himself. He, as the instrument for teaching , appears 
to be the focal point, the basis of his own effectiveness. 
The teacher as a person is the core around which all other variables 
to teaching effectiveness revolve, Some teachers continue to grow as per-
sons and remain alive and fresh and seem to possess a power which John 
Gardner calls "self-renewal," Many university instructors arrive at a 
point in which they seem to taper off in effective teaching. They cease 
to be challenged, cease striving for teaching excellence, and cease 
growing as a teacher and a person. They begin decaying. 
When a teacher ceases to grow as a person, the "self as instrument" 
becomes less dynamic, less competent, and less caring for or inter ested 
in good teaching. Teachers are like prisms through which the light of 
kn owledg e and values of life are broken up and given color. If the prism 
is not clear and alive, knowledge will not appear to be fresh, vital and 
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relevant to the times and needs of students. Continuous growth as a per-
son seems evident in teaching success. 
How might university instructors, or any teacher for that matter, 
be a growing prism or instrument? The following seem vital to effective 
teaching: 
First, teachers need growth in knowledge. They need to be open to 
and learning from life's experiences. No matter what the degree, position 
or accomplishment, they could always keep a disposition of humility which 
says, "I still can learn, understand and accomplish more." Teachers must 
be continuous learners, even in areas outside their own special discip-
line. Wide reading experiences, critical and creative thinking are good 
keys for staying alive as a teacher. 
Second, teachers need growth in self-knowledge. John Gardner (1965, 
p.13) has said that "by middle life most of us are accomplished fugitives 
from ourselves". Honest and creative touring of mind and heart is adven-
turesome. It can produce (1), insightful imagination (2), re-vitalization 
and sensitivity to one's feelings, and (3), sympathetic understanding to 
the feelings and conduct of others. "Know thyself'~ in a continuous sense, 
is a must for effective teaching. 
Third, teachers must grow in caring--caring about teaching and who 
they teach. University instructors, especially, must leave their ivory 
towers of exclusiveness, of research for self-edification, and become more 
humane in their interpersonal relationships. Upon the inquiry, "What makes 
your teacher a good teacher? " a student once responded, "He cares about 
us." Maybe good teaching could be summed up in this statement: l3. good 
teacher is .9.!2.§. who cares. 
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,, 
A D SD I learn more when other teaching methods are used. SAMPLE MARKS: 
2 SA A D SD It was a waste of ti me. a ) SA I D SD 
3 SA A D SD Overall, the course was good, USE b) SA A I SD 
4 SA A. D SD The textbook was very good. PENCIL c) I A D SD 
5 SA A D SD The instructor seemed to be interested in students as persons. ONLY d) SA A D I 
6 SA A D SD More courses should be taught th is way. ~------------------
7 SA A D SD The course held my interest. RESPONSE CODE: 
8 SA A D so I would have preferred another method of teach ing in this course. MARK SA I F YOU STRONGLY AGREE 
9 SA A D SD It was easy to remain attent ive. WITH THE ITEM 
10 The instructor did not synthesize, integrate or summarize effectively. 
MARK A IF YOU ~ODERATELY 
SA A D ~D WITH THE ITEM 
11 SA A D SD Not much was gained by taking th is course. MARK D IF YOU DI SA GREE MOD ERA TEL Y 
12 SA f', D SD The instructor encouraged the development of new viewpoints and appreciat ions. WI TH THE ITEM 
13 The course material seemed worthwhil e. 
MARK SD I F YOU STRONGLY~ 
SA A D SD WITH THE ITEM 
14 SA /\ D SD It was difficult t o remain attentive. 
15 SA A D SD Instructor did not review promptly and in such a way that students could understand their weaknesses. 
16 SA A 0 SD Homework assignments were helpfu l in understanding the course. 
17 SA A D SD There was not enough student participat ion for this type of course. 
18 . A The instructor had a thorough knowledge of his subject matter. SA D SD IF PART 11 OR Ill IS TO BE USED 
19 SA A O SD The content of the course was good. MARI< HERE 0 
N 20 SA A D SO The course increased my general knowledge. '.:: 
21 SA f', D SD The types of test questions used were good. COMPLETE SECTIONS BELOW ACCORDING u 0 
22 SA A D SD Held my attention throughout the course. TO YOUR INSTRUCTOR'S DIRECTIONS: 
23 SA A D SO The demands of the students were not considered by the instructor. OPTIONAL OPTIONAL 
24 SA A D S.0 Uninteres ting course. PART I I PART Ill 
25 SA A D SD It was a very worthwhile course. ITEMS 51-75 ITEMS 76-100 
26 SA A D so Some things were not explained very wel I, 51 SA A D SD 76 SA A 1 D SD 
27 SA A D Sp The way in which this course was taught results in better student learning. 52 SA A O SO 77 SA A O SD 
·-- -
28 SA A 0 SD The course material was too difficul t . 53 SA A 0 SD 78 SA ,, o SD 
29 SA A D SD One of my poorest courses. 54 SAi A D SO 79 SA A 0 !JD 
30 SA f', O so Material in t he course was easy to follow. 55 SA A D SD 80 SA A D SD 
31 SA A D SD The instructor seemed to consider teaching as a chore or routine acti v i ty. 56 SA A l o SD 81 SA A D SD 
32 SA A D SD More outside reading is necessary. 57 SAi A D SD 82 SA A D SD 
33 SA A D so Course material was poorly organized. 58 SA A O SD 83 SA A D SD 
34 SA A O so Course was not very helpful. 59 SA A D SD 84 SA, A D SO 
35 SA A 0 SD It was quite int eresting, 60 SA A D SD 85 SA A 0 SD I 
' 36 SA A D SD I th ink that the course was taught quite wel I. 6 1 SA A D so 86 SA A D SD . 
37 SA A D SD I would prefer a different method of instructi on. 62 s'A A D SO 87 SA A 0 SD ! .. 
38 SA A [) so The pace of the course was too slow. 63 SA z A D SO 88 SA A D SD 0 1= 
39 SA A D SD At times I was confused. 64 SA A O so 89 SA A D SD ~ 
40 SA A 0 SD Excel lent course content. 65 SA A D so 90 SA A D SD ~ 0 
41 SA A D so The examination s were too difficult. 66 SA A D SD 91 SA A D SD u 
" 42 Generally, the course was well organized, 67 D SO 92 z SA A O SD SA A SA A D SD z 
43 Ideas and concepts were developed too rapidly. 68 
z 
SA A D SD SA A O SD 93 SA A D SD < u 
44 SA The content of the course was too elementary. ti9 94 
Cll 
A O SD SA A D SD SA A D SO .. 
45 SA A D SD Some days I was not very interested in this course. 70 A D SO 95 SA A D SD ~ SA t 
46 SA A D SD It was quite boring. 71 SA A O so 96 SA A D ,SD 0 
'- - f 47 SA A D SD The instructor exhibited professional digni ty and bearing in the classroom. 72 SA A 0 SD 97 SA A D SO 
-· ' 
48 SA A D SD Another method of inst ruction should have been employed. 73 I SI\ A 0 SD 98 SA A I D SD i 
49 SA A D SO The course was quite useful . 74 SA A D so 99 SA A D SO ~ 
50 SA A s so I would take another course that was taught this way, 75 SA A D SD 100 SA A O SD ' 
' 
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Table I: CEQ I terns by Sub-scores 
01. General Course Attitude 
3. Overall, the course was good. 
2. It was a waste of time. 
20. The course increased my general knowledge 
34. Course was not very helpful. 
25. It was a very worthwhile course. 
11. Not much was gained by taking this course. 
49. The course was quite useful. 
29. One of my poorest courses. 
02, Method of Instruction 
03. 
6. More courses should be taught this way. 
37. I would prefer a different method of instruction. 
27. The way in which this course was taught results in better 
student learning. 
48. Another method of instruction should have been employed. 
36. I think that the course was taught quite well. 
8. I would have preferred another method of teaching in this course. 
50. I would take another course that was taught this way. 
1. I learn more when other teaching methods are used. 
Course Content 
30. Material in the course was easy to follow. 
28. The course material was too difficult. 
40. Excellent course content. 
44. The content of the course was too elementary, 
13. The course material seemed worthwhile. 
39. At times I was confused. 
19. The content of the course was good. 
26. Some things were not explained very well. 
04. Interest and Attention 
7. The course held my attention. 
24. Uninteresting course. 
9. It was easy to remain attentive. 
14. It was difficult to remain attentive. 
22. Held my attention throughout the course. 
46. It was quite boring. 
35. It was quite interesting. 
45. Some days I was not very interested in this course. 
05. Instructor 
5. The instructor seemed to be interested in students as persons. 
31. The instructor seemed to consider teaching as a chore or routine 
activity. 
12. The instructor encouraged the development of new viewpoints and 
appreciations. 
23. The demands of the students were not considered by the instructor. 
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Table I ( continued) 
18. The instructor had a thorough knowledge of his subject matter. 
10. The instructor did not synthesize, integrate or summarize effec-
tively. 
47. The instructor exhibited professional dignity and bearing in the 
classroom. 
15. Instructor did not review promptly and in such a way that students 
could understand their weaknesses. 
06. Specific Items 
21. The types of test questions used were good. 
41. The examinations were too difficult. 
42. Generally, the course was well organized. 
33. Course material was poorly organized. 
4. The textbook was very good. 
16. Homework assignments were helpful in understanding the course. 
17. There was not enough student partic i pation for this type of 
course. 
32. More outside reading i s necessary. 
38. The pace of the course was too slow, 
43. Ideas and concepts were developed t oo rapidly. 
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Dear Faculty Member, 
As a part of my Doctoral Study, it is necessary to collect certain 
data from the University Faculty. Would you please help by completing 
the enclosed instruments. 
The data from these personality instruments will act as a corollary 
study to the campus-wide faculty evaluatio n program. The main purpose of 
this study is to more objectively define what makes a "good" teacher, as 
perceived by students. Also the in formation received may be of use to 
each faculty member if he wishes to understand more about himself as a 
person in relation to how the students see him as a teacher. 
Your cooperation in this project is greatly desired for research 
purposes, and above all will not be used for administrative purposes . 
All information will be held in strict confidence by the researcher and 
destroyed after the study is completed. 
If you have any problems or ques ti ons in regard to this study please 
contact me at ext. 7591 or Main #2. 
Thanks so much, 
A. Paul King 
Admini strative Assistant 
for Faculty Evaluation 
Please give the following information and read and follow all instructions 
to each test carefully before starting. 
Dept. 
Age----- Sex Rank 
Years of College or University education. 
Highest degree earned. 
Years of teaching experience. 
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"SELF" INSTRUCTIONS FOR INDEX OF ADJUSTMENT AND VALUES 
There is a need for each of us to know more about ourselves, but 
seldom do we have an opportunity to look at ourselves as we are or as we 
would like to be. On the following page is a list of terms that to a 
certain degree describe people. Take each term separately and apply it 
to yourself by completing the following sentence: 
I AM A (AN) 
The first word in the list is academic, so you would substitute this term 
in the above sentence. It would read--I am an academic person. 
Then decide HOW MUCH OF THE TIME this statement is like you, i.e., is 
typical or characteristic of you as an individual, and rate yourself on 
a scale from one to five according to the following key. 
1. Seldom is this like me. 
2. Occasionally, this is like me. 
3. About half .Qf the time, this is like me. 
4 . ~ good deal of the time, this is like me. 
5. Most .Qf the time, this is like me. 
Select the number beside the phrase that tells how much o f the time the 
statement is like you and insert it in Column I on the next page. 
EXAMPLE: Beside the term ACADEMIC, number two is inserted to in dicate that 
--occas i onally, I am an academic person. 
Now go to Column II, Use one of the statements given below to tell 
HOW YOU FEEL about yourself as described in Column I. 
1. very much dislike being as I am in this respect. 
2. I dislike being as I am in this respect. 
3. neither dislike being as I am nor like being as I am in 
this respect. 
4. I like being as I am in this respect. 
5. I like very much being as I am in this respect. 
You will select the number beside the statement that tells how you feel 
about the way you are and insert the number in Column II, 
EXAMPLE: In Column II beside the term ACADEMIC, number one is inserted 
t o indicate that I dis like very much being as I am in respect to the term, 
aca demic. Note th at being as I am always refers to the way you describe 
yourself in Column I, 
Finally, go to Column III; using the same term, complete the fol-
lowing sentence: 
I WOULD LIKE TO BE A (AN) ~~~~~-PERSO N. 
Then decide HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you would like this trait to be charac-
teristic of you and rate yourself on the following five point scale . 
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1. Seldom, would I like th i s to be me. 
2. Occasionally, I would like this to be me. 
3. About half .Q.f the time, I would like this to be me. 
4. ~ good deal .Q.f the time, I would like this to be me. 
5. Most of the time, I would like this to be me. 
You will select the number beside the phrase that tells how much of the 
time you would like to be this kind of person and insert the number in 
Column III. 
EXAMPLE: In Column III beside the term ACADEMIC, number five is inserted 
to indicate the most of the time, I would like to be this kind of person. 
Start with the word ACCEPTABLE and fill in Column I, II, and III before 
going on to the next word. There is no time limit. Be honest with your-
self so that your description will be a true measure of how you look at 
yourself. 
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Name Department "Self" 
Form 
Columns I I I I I I Colums I 11 IIJ 
a. academic 25. meddlesome 
-- -- -- --
1. acceptable 26. merry 
2. accurate 27. mature 
3. alert 28. nervous 
4. ambitious 29. normal 
5. anno ying 30. optimistic 
6. busy 31. poised 
7. calm 
--
32. purposeful 
--
8. charmin g 33 . reasonable 
9. clever 34. reckless 
-- --
10. competent 35. responsible 
11. confident 36. sarcastic 
12. considerate 37. sincere 
-- --
13. cruel 38 . stable 
14. democrati c 39. studious 
15. dependable 40. successful 
16. economical 41. stubborn 
17. efficient 42. tactful 
-- --
18. fearful 
-- --
43. teachable 
19. friendly 44. useful 
20. fashionable 
--
--
45. worthy 
21. helpful 46. broad-minded 
22. intellectual 47. businesslike 
23. kind 
-- --
48. competitive 
24. logical 49. fault-finding 
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1. a. I am bound by the principle of fairness. 
b. I am not absolutely bound by the principle of 
fairness. 
2. a. When a friend does me a favor, I feel that I 
must return it. 
b. When a friend does me a favor, I do not feel 
that I must return it. 
3. a. I feel I must always tell the truth. 
b. I do not always tell the truth. 
4. a. No matter how hard I try, my feelings are 
often hurt. 
b. If I manage the situation right, I can avoid 
being hurt. 
5. a. I feel that I must strive for perfection in 
eve rything that I undertake. 
b. I do not feel that I must strive for perfection 
in everything that I undertake. 
6. a. I often make my decisions spontaneously. 
b. I seldom make my decisions spontaneously. 
7. a. I am afraid to be myself. 
b. I am not afraid to be myself. 
8. a . I feel obligated when a stranger does me a 
favor. 
b. I do not feel obligated when a stranger does 
me a favor. 
9. a. I feel that I have a right to expect others to 
do what I want of them. 
b. I do notfeel that! hav e a right to expect others 
to do what I want of them. 
10. a . I live by values which are in agreement with 
others. 
b. I live by values which arc primarily based on 
my own feelings. 
11. a . I am concerned with self-improvement at all 
times. 
b. I am not concerned with self-improvement at 
all times. 
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12. a. I feel guilty when I am selfish . 
b. I don't feel guilty when I am selfish. 
13. a. I have no objection to getting angry. 
b. Anger is something I try to avoid. 
14. a. For me, anything is possible if I believe in 
myself. 
b. I have a lot of natural limitations even though 
I believe in myself. 
15. a. I put others' interests before my own. 
b. I do not put others' interests before my own. 
16. a. I sometimes fee 1 embarrassed by 
compliments. 
b. I am not embarrassed by compliments. 
17. a. I believe it is important to accept others as 
they are. 
b. I believe it is important to understand why 
ot hers are as they are. 
18. a. I can put off until tomorrow what I ought to do 
today. 
b. I don't put off until tomorrow what I ought to 
do today. 
19. a . I can give without requiring the other person 
to appreciate what I give. 
b. I have a right to expect the other person to 
appreciate what I give. 
20. a. My moral values arc dictated by society. 
b. My moral values are self-determined. 
21. a. I do what others expect of me. 
b. Ifeelfreeto not do what others expect of me. 
22. a. I accept my weaknesses. 
b. I don't accept my weaknesses . 
23. a. In order to grow emotionally, it is necessary 
to know why I act as I do. 
b. In order to grow emotionally, it is not neces-
sary to know why I act as I do. 
24. a. Sometimes I am cross when I am not feeling 
well. 
b. I am hardly ever cross. 
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25. a. It is necessary that others approve of what I 
do. 
b. It is not always necessary that others approve 
of what I do. 
26. a. I am afraid of making mistakes. 
b. I am not afraid of making mistakes. 
27. a. I trust the decisions I make spontaneously. 
b. I do not trust the decisions I make 
spontaneously. 
28. a. My feelings of self-worth depend on how much 
I accomplish. 
b . My feelings of self-worth do not depend on 
how much I accomplish. 
29. a. I fear failure. 
b. I don't fear failure. 
30. a. My moral values are determin ed, for the 
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de-
cisions of others. 
b. My moral values are noi determined, for the 
most part, by the thoughts, feelings and de-
cisions of others. 
31. a. It is possible to live life in term s of what I 
want to do. 
b. It is not possible to live life in terms of what 
I want to do. 
32. a. I can cope with the ups and downs of life. 
b. I cannot cope with the ups and downs of life. 
33. a. I believe in saying what I feel in dealing with 
others. 
b. I do not believe in saying what I feel in deal-
ing with others. 
34. a. Children should realize that they do not have 
the same rights and privileges as adults . 
b. It is not important to make an issue of rights 
and privileges. 
35. a. lcan"stickmy neck out" in my relations with 
others. 
b. I avoid "sticking my neck out" in my relations 
with others. 
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36. a. I believe the pursuit of self-interest is op-
posed to interest in others. 
b. I believe the pursuit of self -int erest is not 
opposed to interest in others. 
37. a. I find that I have rejected many of the moral 
values I was taught. 
b. I have not rejected any of the moral values I 
was taught. 
38. a. I live in terms of my wants, likes, dislikes 
and values. 
b. I do not live in terms of my wants, likes, dis-
likes and values. 
39. a. I trust my ability to size up a situation. 
b. Idonottrust my ability to size up a situation. 
40. a. I believe I have an innate capacity to cope 
with life. 
b. I do not believe I have an innate capacity to 
cope with life. 
41. a. I must justify my actions in the pursuit of my 
own interests. 
b. I need not justify my actions in the pursuit of 
my own interests. 
42. a. I am bothered by fears of being inadequate. 
b. I am not bothered by fears of being inadequate. 
43. a. I believe that man is essentia lly good and can 
be trusted. 
b. I believe that man is essentially evil and can-
not be trusted. 
44. a. I live by the rules and standards of society. 
b. I do not always need to live by the rules and 
standards of society. 
45. a. I am bound by my duties and obligations to 
others. 
b. I am not bound by my duties and obligations 
to others. 
46. a. Reasons are needed to justify my feeling s . 
b. Reasons are not needed to justify my feelings. 
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47. a. There are tim es when just being silent is the 
best way I can express my feel ings . 
b. I find it difficult to express my feelings; by 
just being silent.· 
48. a. I often feel it necessary to defend my past 
actions. 
b. I do not feel it necessary to defend my past 
ac tions. 
49. a . I like eve ryon e I know. 
b. I do not like everyone I know. 
50 . a. Criticism threatens my self-esteem. 
b. Cri t icism does not threaten my self-esteeim. 
5 L. a. I believe that knowledge of what is right ma .kes 
people act right . 
b. Idonot believe that knowleclgeofwhal is r ·ght 
necessarily makes people act right. 
52 . a . I am afraid to be angry at those I lov e . 
b. I feel free to be angry at those I love. 
53. a . My basic r esponsibility is to be aware of my 
own nee ds. 
b. My basic respon s ibility is to be aware · of 
others' needs . 
54. a. Impr ess ing other s is most important. 
Ii. Expres si ng myself is mos t import:1nl. 
55. a. To fee l right, I need alway s to please olhe ~rs. 
Ii. I ca n fee l right withoutalways having lo ple :ase 
oth ers. 
56. a. I will risk a fri ends hip in order to say or do 
what I be lieve is right. 
b. I will not risk a friendship just to say or do 
what is right. 
57. a. I feel bound to keep the promises I make . 
b. I do not al ways fee 1 bound to keep the promises 
I mak e . 
51:l. a . I mu st avoid sorrow at a ll costs. 
b. It is not nccL~ssary for me to avo id sorrow , . 
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59. a. I strive always to predict what will happen in 
the future. 
b. I do not feel it necessary always to predict 
what will happen in the future. 
60. a. It is important that others accept my point of 
view. 
b. It is not necessary for others to accept my 
point of view. 
61. a. I only feel free to express warm feeling s to 
my friends. 
b . I feel free to express both warm and hosli le 
feelings to my friend s . 
62. a. There are many times when it is more im-
portant to express feelings than to carefully 
evaluate the situation. 
b. Thereareveryfewtimes when it is more im-
portant to express feelings than to carefully 
evaluate the situation. 
63. a . I welcome criticism as an opportunity for 
growth . 
b. I do not welcome crit icism as an opportunity 
for growth. 
64. a. Appearances are a ll-important. 
b. Appearances are not terribly important. 
65. a. I hardly ever gossip. 
b. I gossip a lit tle at times. 
66. a. I feel free to revea l my weak nesses among 
friends. 
b. I do not feel fr ee to revea l my weaknesses 
among friends. 
67. a. I should a lwa ys ass um e responsibility for 
other people's feelings. 
b. I need not a lway s ass um e responsibility for 
other people's feelings. 
68. a . I f ee l free to be myself and bear the 
conse quen ces . 
lJ. I do not feel fr ee lo be myself and bear lhc 
<;onscquenc es. 
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69. a. I already know all I need to know about my 
feelings. 
b. As life goes on, I continue to know more and 
more about my feelings. 
70. a. I hesitate to show my weaknesses among 
strangers. 
b. I do not hesitate to show my weaknesses 
among strangers. 
71. a. I will continue to grow only by setting my 
sights on a high-level, socially approved goal. 
b. I will continue to grow best by being myself. 
72. a. I accept inconsistencies within myself. 
b. I cannot accept inconsistencies within myself. 
73. a. Man is naturally cooperative. 
b. Man is naturally antagonistic. 
74. a. I don't mind laughing at a dirty joke. 
b. I hardly ever laugh at a dirty joke. 
75. a. Happiness is a by-product in human 
relationships. 
b. Happiness is an end in human relationships. 
76. a. I only feel free to show friendly feelings to 
strangers. 
b. Ifeelfreetoshow both friendly and unfriendly 
feelings to strangers. 
77. a. I try to be sincere but I sometimes fail. 
b. I try to be sincere and I am sincere. 
78. a. Self-interest is natural. 
b. Self-interest is unnatu ral. 
79. a. A neutral party can measure a happy relation-
ship by observation. 
b. A neutral party cannot measure a happy rela-
tions hip by observation. 
80. a. For me, work and play are the same. 
b. For me, work and play are opposites. 
74 
81. a. Two people will get along best if each con-
centrates on pleasing the other . 
b. Two people can get along best if each per so n 
feels free to express himse 1f. 
82. a. I have feelings of resentment about things that 
are past. 
b. I do not have feelings of resentment about 
things that are past. 
83. a. I like only masculine men and feminine 
women. 
b. I like men and women who show masculinity 
as well as femininity. 
84. a. I actively attempt to avoid embarrassment 
whenever I can. 
b. I do not actively attempt to avoid 
embarrassment. 
85. a. I blame my parents for a lot of my troubles. 
b. I do not blame my parents for my troubles. 
86. a. Ifeel that a person should be silly only at the 
right time and place. 
b. I can be silly when I feel like it. 
87. a. People should always repent their wrong-
doings. 
b. People need not always repent their wrong-
doings . 
88. a. I worry about the future. 
b. I do not worry about the future. 
89. a. Kindness and ruthlessness must be opposites. 
b. Kindness and ruthlessness need not be 
opposites. 
90. a. I prefer to save good things for future us e . 
b. I prefer to use good things now. 
91. a. People should always control their anger. 
b. People should express honestly-felt anger. 
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92. a. The truly spiritual man is s om etimes s ensual. 
b. The truly spiritual man is never sensual. 
93. a. I am able to express my feelings even when 
they sometimes result in undesirable 
consequences. 
b. I am unable to expr e ss my feelings if th ey are 
likely to result in undesirable consequences. 
94. a. I am often ashamed of some of the emotions 
that I feel bubbling up within me. 
b . I do not feel ashamed of my emotions . 
95. a. Ihavehadmyst eriousorecstati c experi ences. 
b. I have never had mysterious or e cstati c 
experiences. 
96 . a. I am orthodoxly religious. 
b. I am not orthodoxly r e ligious. 
97. a. I am completely free of guilt. 
b. I am not free of guilt. 
98. a. I have a problem in fusing sex and lov e. 
b. I have no problem in fusing sex and love . 
99. a. I enjoy detachment and privacy. 
b. I do not enjoy detachment and privacy. 
100. a. I feel dedicated to my work. 
b. I do not feel dedicated to my work. 
101. a. I can express affection regardless of whether 
it is returned. 
b. I can not express aff ectio n unless I am sure it 
will be returned. 
102. a . Living for the future is as important as living 
for th e moment. 
h. Only living for the moment is important. 
103. a. It is better to be yourself. 
b. It is better to be popular. 
104. a. Wishing and imagining can be bad . 
b. Wishing and imagining are always good. 
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105 . a. I spend more time preparing to live. 
b. I spend more time actually living. 
106. a. I am loved because I give love. 
b. I am loved because I am lovable. 
107. a . When I r eally love myself , everybody will 
love me. 
b. When I really love myself, there will still be 
those who won't love me. 
108 . a . I can let other people control me. 
b. I can let other people control me if I am sur e 
they will not continue to control me . 
10 9 . a. As they are , people sometimes annoy me. 
b. As they ar e, people do not annoy me. 
110. a . Livingforthefuturegives my life its primary 
meaning . 
b. Only when !iv ing for th e future ties into !iv ing 
for the present doe s my life have meaning. 
111. a. I follow diligently the motto, "Don't waste your 
tim e. " 
b. I do not feel bound by the motto, "Don't wa ste 
your time." 
112. a. What I have been in th e past dictates the kind 
of per son I will be. 
b. What I have been in the past does not ne ces-
sarily dictate the kind of person I will be. 
113. a. It is important to me how I live in the here and 
now . 
b. It is of little importance to me how I live in 
the here and now. 
114. a. I have had an experience where life seemed 
just perfect. 
b. I have never had an experience where life 
seemed just perfect. 
115 . a . Evil is the result of frustration in trying to 
be good. 
b. Evilisanintrinsicpartof human nature which 
fights good. 
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116. a. A person can completely change his essential 
nature. 
b. A person can never change his essential 
nature. 
117. a. I am afraid to be tender. 
b. I am not afraid to be tender. 
118. a. I am assertive and affirming. 
b. I am not assertive and affirming. 
119. a. Women should be trusting and yielding . 
b. Women should not be trusting and yield ling. 
120. a. I see myself as others see me. 
b. I do not see mys elf as others see me. 
121. a. It is a good idea to think about your gr ea test 
potential. 
b. A person who thinks about his greatest JPOten-
tia 1 gets conceited. 
122. a. Men should be assertive and affirming .. 
b. Men should not be assertive and affirming. 
123. a. I am able to risk being myself. 
b. I am not able to risk being myself. 
l24. a. I feel the need to be doing something signifi-
cant a ll of the time. 
b. I do not feel the need to be doing something 
significant all of the time . 
12'1. a. I suffer from memories. 
b. I do not suffer from memories. 
126. a. Men and women must be both yielding and 
assertive. 
b. Men and women must not be both yielding and 
assertive. 
127. a. I like to participate actively in inte ns e 
dis cuss ions. 
b . I do not like to participate actively in inte nse 
discussions . 
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128. a. I am self-sufficient. 
b. I am not self-sufficient. 
129. a. I like to withdraw from others for extended 
periods of time. 
b. I do not like to withdraw from others for ex-
tended periods of time. 
130. a. I always play fair. 
b. Sometimes I cheat a little. 
131. a. Sometimes I feel so angry I want to destroy 
or hurt others. 
b. I never feel so angry that I want to destroy or 
hurt others. 
132. a. I feel certain and secure in my relationships 
with others. 
b. I feel uncertain and insecure in my relation-
s hips with others. 
133. a. I like to withdraw temporarily from others. 
b. I do not like to withdraw temporarily from 
others. 
134. a. I can accept my mistakes. 
b. I cannot accept my mistakes. 
135. a. I find some people who are st upi d and 
uninteresting. 
b. I never find any people who are stupid and 
uninteresting. 
136. a . I regret my past. 
b. I do not regret my past. 
137. a. Being myself is helpful to others. 
b. Just being myself is not helpful to others. 
138. a. I have had moments of intense happiness when 
I felt like I was experiencing a kind of ecstasy 
or bliss. 
b. I have not had moments of intense happin es~ 
when I felt like I was experienci ng a kind of 
bliss. 
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J:l!J. a. People have an instinct for evil. 
IJ. People do not have a n instinct for evi l. 
140 . a. For me, the future usually seems hopeful. 
b. For me , the future often seems hopeless. 
141. a. People are both good and evil. 
b. People are not both good and evil. 
142. a. My past is a stepping stone for the future. 
b. My past is a handicap to my future. 
143. a. "Killing time" is a problem for me. 
b. "Killing time" is not a problem for me. 
1'14. a. For me, past, present and future is in mean-
i n~fu l continuity. 
Ii. For m e, the present is an island, unrelated 
to the past and future. 
1 11 G. :1. My hope for th e future depends on ha'.·ing 
f'r iencls . 
b. My hope for the future does not depend on 
having friends. 
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146. a. I can like people without having to approve 
of them. 
b. I cannot like people unless I also approve of 
them. 
147. a. People are basically good. 
b. People are not basically good. 
148. a. Honesty is always the best policy. 
b. There are times when honesty is not the best 
policy. 
149. a. I can feel comfortab le with less than a perfect 
performance. 
b. I feel uncomfortable with anything less than a 
perfect performance. 
150. a. I can overcome any obstacles as long as I be-
lieve in myself. 
b. I cannot overcome every obstacle even if I 
believe in myself. 
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